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BEFORE THE 
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

DEMOCRACY 21, 
CAMPAIGN LEGAL CENTER, AND 
CENTER FOR RESPONSIVE POLITICS, 

V. 

THE LEADERSHIP FORUM 

THE LEADERSHIP FORUM INC.’S RESPONSE TO COMPLAINT 

Respondent, The Leadership Forum, Inc. (the “Forum”) submits this Response to 

the above-styled complaint (hereinafter, the “Complaint”) filed with the Federal Election 

Commission (hereinafter, the “Commission”). The allegations of the Complaint against 

the Forum are groundless and represent a virtual replica of allegations previously filed by 

these same Complainants and rejected by the Commission. Having once thoroughly 

considered and rejected the baseless allegations in this Complaint, the Commission need 

give this matter no further investigation or action and the Complaint should be dismissed. 

1. lKTRODUCTlON 

Relying on nothing more than quotes and speculation proffered by individuals 

having nothing to do with the Forum, the Claimants have filed the present Complaint 

with the Commission alleging that the Forum has violated, or is engaging in a scheme to 

violate, the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (“FECA” or the “Act”) as amended 

by the Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 (“BCRA”). From the utter and 

complete lack of evidence proffered in support of their allegations against the Forum, as 
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well as the reliance upon allegations and evidence already expressly rebuked by the 

Commission, one can only conclude that the Forum has been added as a respondent to 

this action in an effort to provide political “balance” to what would otherwise be a 

complaint filed by watchdog groups solely against Democratic entities. What few 

allegations and evidence are raised against the Forum in this Complaint have already been 

once considered and rejected by the Commission and, consequently, there is no basis to 

initiate a second investigation of the Forum and its activities. 

11. THE ALLEGAIIONS RAISED IN THE COMPLAINT AGAINST THE FORUM 

At its core, the Complaint alleges that the Forum, and two other groups, are the 

embodiment of a scheme by party and political operatives to circumvent BCRA by using 

soA money to influence 2004 federal elections. See, Complaint, 1 2. Specifically, the 

Cornplaint alleges that the respondents “are in fact federal ‘political committees’ . . . 

which have a ‘major purpose,’ indeed an overriding purpose, to influence candidate 

elections, and more specifically, federal candidate elections, and which have spent, or are 

planning to spend, millions of dollars for the announced purpose of influencing the 2004 

federal elections.” Id., 1111 5 ,  9, 10. As such, the Complaint alleges, the respondents, 

including the Forum, are restnctcd by 2 U.S.C. $8 441a(a)(l)(C) from receiving and 

spending funds in excess of federal limits. 

h support of its allegations, the Complaint refers to numerous published 

statements directly attributed to officers of, and donors to, the Democratic 

respondents to the Complaint These 

statements purport to reveal that the objective of the groups is to defeat President 

I 
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George W. Bush, and aid whoever his Democratic opponent turns out to be, in the 2004 

election. See, Complaint, If l  12-15, 19,21,22,24,26. 

In contrast, the Complaint is unable to cite any quotes by any individual 

associated with the Forum in support of its allegation that the Forum has or intends to 

participate in any federal election. Rather, the Complaint refers to a single quote, issued 

before the effective date of BCRA, by an individual having no alleged affiliation with the 

Forum that “we’re having stuff set up right now” and interpreting what the speaker must 

have meant by that quote. Complaint, 1 27. Other than simple reference to press 

analysis of the Forum, the only other “evidence” raised against the Forum is the fact that 

(1) “[tlhe Leadership Forum is headed by several individuals with close ties the House 

Republican leaders” and (2) “[tlhe NRCC transferred $1 million in non-federal funds to 

the Forum shortly before November 5,2002”. Complaint, 111 30-3 1. 

On the basis of these “facts”, the Complaint alleges that the Forum is a “political 

committee” accepting contributions “for the purpose of influencing [an] election for 

Federal office” pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 9 431(8)(A). I& 1 36. As such, the Complaint 

alleges, the Forum is subject to the contribution limits, source prohibitions and donation 

limits imposed by the Act. Id., 1 37. The Complaint then follows its logic to the 

conclusion that ‘‘[b]ecause all three section 527 group respondents . . . have a ‘major 

purpose’ to support or oppose the election of one or more federal candidates, and because 

all three respondents have spent or imminently intend to spend far in excess of the 

statutory $1,000 threshold for ‘expenditures’ for this purpose, . . . the Commission 

should find all respondents in violation of all [applicable] provisions of law.” Id, 157 .  
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111. THE COMMISSION’S PREVIOUS ANALYSIS OF T H E  FORUM 

In MUR 5338, dated April 2, 2003, the Commission considered, and rejected, 

virtually identical allegations against the Forum to those presented here. Moreover, MUR 

5338 was based on the same “evidence” asserted by the same complainants raised in this 

Complaint. Copies of the Commission’s Statement of Reasons (April 24, 2003) and the 

accompanying First General Counsel’s Report (March 27, 2003) dismissing MUR 5338 

are attached hereto as Exhibits A and B. In reaching its conclusion that the Forum is not 

in violation of BCRA, the Commission specifically considered und rejected as evidence 

of wrongdoing the same “we’re having stuff set up now” quote asserted again in the 

current Complaint. ComPare, Exhibit B, p. 8 and Complaint, 127. The Commission 

specifically considered and rejected as evidence of wrongdoing the relationship between 

members of the Forum and House Republican leaders (comDare, Exhibit B, p. 5-8 and 

Complaint, f 30) and the Commission specifically considered and rejected as evidence of 

wrongdoing by the Forum the acceptance of a $1 million donation from the National 

Republican Congressional Committee (comPare, Exhibit B, p. 9-10 and Complaint, 1 31). 

Ultimately, the Commission found that the Leadership Forum was not 

“established, financed, maintained or controlled by the National Republican 

Congressional Committee (‘NRCC’), as the complaint alleges” by virtue of its 

acceptance, and return, of $1 million from the NRCC. &, Exhibit B, p. 2, 13-16. The 

Commission further found that, notwithstanding the relationship of officers Susan 

Hirschmann and Bill Paxon, among others, to the Forum, “[tlhere does not appear to be 

any evidence that either the NRCC or the House Republican leadership has any formal 

authority to direct or participate in the Forum’s governance.” I& p. 17-18. 
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With respect to the association of certain members of the Forum to members of 

the Republican Leadership, raised again by the Complainants in the current Complaint, 

the Commission recognized that “[olf the five individuals who appear to be most closely 

associated with the Forum, one is a former Chairman of the NRCC; two are former 

NRCC staff members, [and] one left a position last August as chief of staff to the then- 

Majority Whip, who is now Majority Leader”. Notwithstanding these relationships, in 

MUR 5338, Commission expressly held that “something more than the mere fact of such 

informal, ongoing relationships between the personnel of a potentially sponsoring and 

potentially sponsored entity is necessary to support a conclusion of ‘establishment, 

financing, maintenance or control”’ under BCRA. Td. 

Ultimately, in MUR 5338, the Commission thoroughly considered, and rejected, 

all three pieces of “evidence” of a violation relied upon in the current Complaint and 

concluded that there was no reason to believe that the Forum had violated the Act or 

BCRA. &, Exhibit A, p. 1 & Exhibit B, p. 33. For the same reasons, the same 

conclusion is appropriate once again. 

Iv. ANALYSIS OF T H E  ALLEGATIONS RAISED IN T H E  COMPLAINT AGAINST T l l E  
FORUM 

As stated above, the core allegation in the current Complaint is that the 

respondents “are in fact federal ‘political committees’ . . . which have a ‘major purpose,’ 

indeed an overriding purpose, to influence candidate elections, and more specifically, 

federal candidate elections, and which have spent, or are planning to spend, millions of 

dollars for the announced purpose of influencing the 2004 federal elections.” Complaint, 

711 5 ,  9, 10. Not only are the complainants utterly unable to provide any proof in support 
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of those allegations with respect to the Forum, but rather all available evidence supports 

the exact opposite conclusion. This is because the Forum was expressly created, and has 

been operated, not to influence federal candidate elections. 

A. 

The Forum is a Virginia non-stock corporation that is registered with the Internal 

Revenue Service as a Section 527 Political Organization. The express purpose of the 

Forum is “[t]o engage in nonfederal political activities on state and local levels and 

engage in dialogue on issues of importance to all Americans.” See Notice of Section 527 

Status, filed with the IRS (attached hereto as Exhibit C). In order to have the freedom to 

fully participate in state and local election activities as allowed by applicable state law, 

the Forum expressly recognized that it would not engage in any activities that would 

subject it to FECA regulations. Therefore, its Articles of Incorporation expresslyforbid it 

from engaging in “Federal Election Activity” as defined by the BCRA. Leadership 

Forum Articles of Incorporation (attached hereto as Exhibit D). As a result, the Forum 

cannot “purchase, create or participate in any broadcast or public communication which 

refers to a candidate for Federal office. . . engage in voter registration activity within 120 

days of a regularly scheduled Federal election or engage in voter identification or ‘get out 

the vote’ activities in connection with any election in which a candidate for Federal office 

appears on the ballot.” Id. 

STRUCTURE OF THE LEADERSHIP FORUM 

The Forum also understood that to assure that FECA restrictions did not apply, it 

could not be deemed to be directly or indirectly established, maintained, or controlled by 

a political party or a federal candidate. Consequently, its Articles of Incorporation 

expressly provide as follows: 
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The corporation shall not permit any employee of a Federal candidate or state, 
district or local committee of any political party to directly or indirectly establish, 
maintain, finance or control the corporation. The corporation shall not permit any 
employee of a Federal candidate or state, district or local committee of any 
political party to be employed by, or provide services to, the corporation. The 
corporation shall not authorize candidates for Federal office, nor their actual 
agents, to solicit, receive, direct, transfer or spend funds of any kind for the 
corporation 

- Id. In short, the Forum is a wholly independent organization that, aside from sharing a 

common ideology, has no affiliation with any federal political party or candidate. 

B. ERRONEOUS PRESS REPORTS RELATING TO THE FORUM 

Given these self-imposed restrictions, considerable press reporting concerning the 

Forum’s structure and purpose, relied upon by the Claimants as the sole factual basis for 

their complaint, has been entirely inaccurate. For example, the Forum was not designed 

to “channel soft money to House campaigns”. T. Edsall “Campaign Money Finds 

New Conduits As Law Takes Effect”, The Washington Post (November 5 ,  2002) 

The allegation is completely and patently false. 

Nevertheless, the Claimants latch onto this article as if it were gospel, quoting this remark 

in paragraph 32 of their Complaint as evidence that the NRCC through the Forum will 

raise and spend soft money on federal election activities in violation of the BCRA. 

The falsity of this claim is easily established by reference to the Forum’s 

statement to the IRS and its Articles of Incorporation (attached hereto as Exhibits C and 

D). These documents make clear that the Forum will not participate in Federal Election 

Activity and that its purpose is to participate in state and local elections as allowed by 

state law. The Complaint also quotes from another article in an extremely misleading 

manner to support its contentions. It states that “Scott Reed, a Republican Strategist, said 

7 
ATLANTA:4623971.1 
February 23.2004 



that the Leadership Forum would be ‘the House go-to operation”’. Complaint 7 32, 

quoting D. Van Natta, “Parties Create Ways to Avoid Soft Money Ban”, The New York 

Times (Nov. 2, 2002) Mr. Scott Reed, the 

“operative” quoted in the article, did not mention “federal elections” in his statement. 

Furthermore, the article goes on to recognize that ‘‘[b]ecause it is independent from other 

national Republican Party organizations, the group, the Leadership Forum, can solicit and 

accept soft money from the same donors who once wrote the largest checks to the formal 

party committees. ‘This is the way politics and campaigns will be run under the new law’ 

Mr. Reed said.” Id. (emphasis added). The Claimants left the body of this passage out of 

their Complaint. 

Many other articles are highlighted in the Complaint. Several of the statements 

that are made therein, however, are, at best, uninformed conjecture, and more commonly, 

false allegations. See e x .  Complaint 1 27, quoting A. Bolton, “Both Parties Race To Set 

Up New Soft Money Mechanisms”, The Hill (Oct. 23, 2002) 

The conclusions in the article are directly contradicted by the documents 

creating the Forum, the restrictions imposed on it, and the facts surrounding its creation. 

For these reasons, the allegations against the Forum are not only completely 

unsupported by any evidence but, in fact, run directly contra? to all existing evidence 

concerning the Forum. 

IV. coNcLvslo;u 

The Commission should not allow the Complaint process to continue to be abused 

in this way. The Forum has done nothing to violate the FECA as amended by the BCRA. 

On the contrary, it  is quite apparent that the Forum has taken great steps to ensure that its 
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activities will be in compliance with federal law, albeit by existing outside of the law’s 

reach. However, notwithstanding the fact that there is absolutely no evidence that would 

indicate that the Forum has, or will, violate BCRA, the complainants have seen fit to cut 

and paste past allegations and “evidence” expressly considered and rejected by the 

Commission in an effort to appear “nonpartisan” in filing a complaint against certain 

Democratic 527’s. The Commission must dismiss the Complaint against the Forum and 

find no reason to believe that the Forum has violated the Act or the regulations 

promulgated thereunder. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

J. Randolph Evans 
Stefan C. Passantino 
Seth F. Kirby 
McKenna Long & Aldridge LLP 
303 Peachtree Street, NE 
Suite 5300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 

1900 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
Telephone: (202) 496-71 38 

Designated counsel for the Leadership 
Forum, Inc. 
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COh~IhIISSIOX 

In the Matter of 

The Leadership Forum, et a]. 

STATEMENT OF REASONS 

On April 2,2003, the Comniission voted 4-2’ to accept the recoiiiiiieiidatioiis of 
the Office of General Counsel (“OGC”) that the Leadership Forum and the Democratic 
State Parties Organizations (“DSPO”) did not violate prohibitions codified in the 
Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act (“BCRA”) that prohibit the raising and spending of soft 
money by national political parties? The Commission, at OGC’s recommendation, found 
Reason to Believe that the National Republican Campaign Committee (“NRCC) 
violated 2 U.S.C. §44li(a) in transferring $1 million to the Leadership Forum. Due to 
mitigating circumstances, including the return of the money to the original donors, the 
Commission, by the same 4-2 vote, accepted OGC’s recommendation to issue a letter of 
admonishment to the NRCC but take no further action. 

but rather notes ow disagreement with an extraneous observation expressed in the 
General Counsel’s report. The General Counsel’s report appropriately concludes that 
there is no reason to believe that DSPO has committed any act in violation of BCRA. 
This conclusion logically flows from the simple fact that there is no reason to believe that 
DSPO has done anything at all since BCRA’s effective date of November 6,2002. The 
“no reason to believe” finding should have ended the analysis with respect to DSPO. It 
did not. OGC went on to examine the legal status not only of DSPO, but of a third party 
not notified or given an opportunity to respond. We believe this was to be unwarranted 
and inconsistent with our obligation to treat all parties fairly. 

is directly or indirectly established, financed, maintained, or controlled by an~ the r .~  The 

This Statement of Reasons does not dispute the ultimate outcome of this matter, 

. . -  

The issue at hand concerns affiliation, a status that attaches when one organization 

0 

’ Vice Chairman Smith, and Commissioners Mason, McDonald, and Toner voted IO approve the 
recommendations. ’ 2 U.S.C. #441a(a)(l)(B). ’ 2 U.S.C. 441i(a)(2) 



. .  
Counsel's report correctly notes that Commission "regulations state 'that 'inheti. ! !. . i '. . . 
detennining'whether an organization is established, maintained or controlled by a 
national party committee - and thus subject to the prohibition on the use of non-Federal 
funds - the Commission's findings must be 'based on the entities' actions and activities 
solely after November 6,2002.' 11 CFR 300.2(~)(3).'~ Despite its concession that there 
is absolutely no evidence that DSPO has engaged in any activities whatsoever after 
November 6,2002, OGC goes on to conclude that DSPO is nonetheless affiliated with 

with which we take issue. 

2002; a selective or subjective reading of newspaper reports; and DSPO's relationship 
with a third party, the Association of State Democratic Chairs ("ASDC"), \vhicIi had no 
notice or opportunity to respond to the complaint in this matter. 

acknowledges elsewhere in its report, statements made before November 6,2002 are, by 
definition, legally irrelevant to a determination of afliliation. While newspaper reports 
may provide enough evidence to initiate an investi_eation. we have serious colicenis about 
the agency basing important legal conclusions on such information. Here. different press 
reports contain contradictory infomiation (OGC relegates the press report that does not 
support its conclusions to a footnote). OGC moreover appears to rely on a docuiiient that 
it has not itself reviewed, although tlie press alludes to it.' hi fonniiig its legal 
conclusions, the Commission, whenever possible, needs to revie\v evidence 
independently, not merely accept the media's description of their contents. This is 
particularly so where the press description has been denied in direct statements to the 
Commission by participants in the meeting described. 

mentioned in the complaint or generated by the agency as a respondent, which would 
have afforded it notice that its own status or its relationship with a respondent might be 
affected by the Commission's actions in this matter. Consequently, it of course did not 
submit any information to the Commission and none of the other respondents iiieiitioned 
ASDC in their responses. ti Yet the Counsel's report, drawing upon "infomiation 
available at this time"' not including any requests for or responses from the entity which 

the DNC. It is this conclusion, unnecessary to tlie resolution of the Matter Under RL =\' i CN'. 

OGC reaches this conclusion by relying on: statements niade before November 6, 

We consider these purported bases for the determination in order. As OGC 

Most troubling are the conclusions that involve ASDC. ASDC was never 

General Counsel's report at 1. The Counsel also correctly notes that under the Conmussion's regulations. 4 

the concept of "financed" is treated differently then that of "established. nuintained. or controlled." If an 
organization receives funds prior to November 6,2002. but is still in possession of such funds after that 
date, the so-called safe harbor is not applicable, and the organization or entity could be deiermiiied to be 
"financed" under the statute. See 11 C.F.R. 300.2(~)(3). ' Specifically, OGC makes reference to a New York Times article whicli I n  turn rcfers to a docutiicnt 
addressed to individuals who had previously donated to the DNC non-Federal Account "in which DSPO 
was described as a vehicle for continuing to raise and spend non-Federal nioney after BCRA's effective 
date." General Counsel's report at 32. 

In this matter, every other political committee named in the repon had an opportunity to respond. OGC 
considered these responscs, and the responses were determinative in the outconle of this case. 

Commission practice has been to accept and consider a response to any notification afforded B respondent. 6 

Counsel's report at 30-3 1. 1 
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is at the lynchpin of OGC’s analysis, argues that ASDC is affiliated with both the DNC - 
and the DSPO. We believe this approach raises due process concerns. 

OW’S assessment that DSPO is affiliated with the DNC rests entirely on DSPO’s 
relationship with ASDC: Because Counsel posits that the DNC is affiliated with the 
ASDC and Counsel further posits that the ASDC and the DSPO are affiliated, Counsel 
concludes that the DNC and the DSPO must be afiliated. It is the transitive theory of 
affiliation: if A is affiliated with B, and B is afiliated with C, Counsel believes that A 
must be affiliated with C. We are not convinced this necessarily follows.8 

Nor are we comforted by the possibility that ASDC or DSPO could submit further 
information and seek an advisory opinion that clarifies their status. This reasoning is 
backward. The Commission should not suggest findings based on inadequate infomiation 
and then put the onus on affected persons to correct us. We should strive to make 
findings only where necessary, and then only after we have heard (or at least afforded an 
opportunity to be heard) from all those in possession of relevant information. 

the evidence currently before! us that DSPO is not afiliated with the DNC, but merely that 
we cannot and should not conclusively determine that it is. The Commission has done no 
independent investigation beyond checking public records, but that has been sufficient to 
determine that there is no reason to believe that the law has been violated. With no 
reason to believe the law has been violated, further investigation is unwarranted at this 
time. Beyond that, nothing has been determined by the Commission. 

adopt this recommendation and this report’s reasoning, neither DSPO, the DNC, nor 
anyone else should make any mistake about the meaning of the finding.’*9 The adoption 
of this finding would mean that DSPO, as an affiliate of the DNC, would be barred from 
raising or spending non-Federal funds. For an entity that has disclaimed any intention to 
involve itself in Federal election activity, this is not an insignificant impairment. For the 
reasons stated, we decline to adopt the report’s reasoning on the affiliation of DSPO with 
the DNC.” 

Let us be clear. We are not saying that we can conclusively determine based on 

One further point requires emphasis. As OGC states: “Should the Commission 

Date 

&-MI\ 
Chair Ellen L. Weintraub -- 
Commissioner Scott Thomas 

The fact that several state party officials a n  involved with several organizations may not properly translate 

General Counsel’s report. at 33. b 37. 

a 

to common control of those organizations, for example. 

lo We also reject the conclusion in the General Counsel’s report that the DSPO is urhcnntly subject to 
Section 434(e)(1), instead of Section 434(c)(2) by virtuc of the affiliation findings of this report. 

9 
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FEDERAL ELECTI0.N COMMISSION 

BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COI\IR.IISSION 

In the Matter of 

The Leadership Forum, et al. ) MUR5338 
1 

1 voted to approve the recommendation of the General Counsel in MUR 5338 
because I did not dispute the ultimate outcome. However, I share the concerns raised 
with respect to the treatment of the Association of State Democratic Chairs, and its 
relationship to the Democratic National Committee and Democratic State Party 
Organizations. Therefore, I concur with the Statement of Reasons issued by Chair 
Weintraub and Commission Thomas. 

Commissio r Danny McDonald 9 
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(1) they 8rc dircctxy or indirectly ertrblished, tkrmcad, mrintrined OI controlled 
n a t i d  pmty committee, see 2 U.S.C. 8 Mli(r)(Z) urd 11 C.F.R. 0 300.2(ch 
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22 2 U.S.C. Q 434(e). 
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National C d m  ("DNC), u'tbe c ~ m p l d  rlleges. Specifically, DSPO appears to be 

State Democr.tic Chairs 0, whicb is a subordinrte committee of the DNC. Noa3eueless, 

DSPOappcarstohaveargrged in a0 adGlydaceitsfmtioa, and it represartr tha! now 

decidms have been made as to what activity it will en- in or even wbethcr it will become 

operational. Consequently, because there is no iadication that DSPO bas violated w is about to 

Violate BCRA's pmh%ition on the use of non-Federd h d s  by dd pm codt teer ,  thi8 

Officerecommends that the Commission frnd no reason to believe with regard to this respondent 
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since 1989 (and some of them since fu earlier) to determine whether two committees not 

deemed to be Omliatcd pu sa arc nevertheless rffiliatcd (and thenfore subject to single limits on 

contributions made to or received from 8 sinde source) pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 5 44h(a)(S). 

.- .. ._ 



4 
.. 

@emaartr b a d ) ,  concluded that "a 'subonbate committee' of I national party committee ir 

one that ir aliatmi with, ~ r d  participartsr in, the 0fici.l party structure ofthe lutiolul pury 

cammittee." The Commission fivther stated that, "[b]aSea on the broad legislative intent to 

prohiiit nrtianrl prrtiu h m  raising and spending non-Fcdd funds . . . that a subordinate 

.--I .- 
. .  

. I  



IIL TERLEADERGHIPF~RUMANDTEENRCC .. . .  

. . .  . . . .  :I : .. - F8rb . .  - .  . .  . .  



-Lis I 
,. . 

0 6  n 
3 7  
i 
' 8  0 

B'f 1 9  
(53 
ulf 10 

1s 

16 

17. 

20 

21 

1199/1101~/coverstor~l1014W.htmI. The Akin, Glrmp web site also statca that "since laving 

Conpess, Mr. Puton h u  remained rCtive in d o d  Republican politicr, md serves as an 

- . -  -- 
. .  . .  

. .  





.. 



3. The S l  MilIbn bn8thm and It# Return. 5 . .  .. 

.. 

II 

I I2 

. .  



- I .. 
. .  

'I- 

.. 



in the fbxnu!ion of the Forum, 11 C.F.R. 0 3002(c)@)(ix). 

.. 

- - .I 

.. 

. .  - 
. .  



e : "'12 - 

16 appmntdual- ' oftbeNRCC and the Form nire anumkof questions about the 

17 N R C C ' 8 m l e h ~ t h e F o n n n .  . 

18 

19 

20 

However, cv~ycommcat in the article k&rsto alleged acts that tookplace, orwcsc 
.- 

takiqpke,  prior to NoVember6,2002. More p0 the point, the comments refa at most to  act^ 

undatrfrm to establish &e Forum prior to Novemba 6,2002. Thae ge no similar frctr w 

.-.I .. 
. .  

.& 



21 within the mwIjns of 2 U.S.C. § UIi(r), evidence that 8 potential sponsor provided money to 

. .  

e-... .. 
. .  

. .. 



.. . . . 

. . . . . . . - .  . .  

. .. 

19 significant amount, but the NRCC knew tba it would be fba dminirtntive assts. In dditim, 



. .  



0. 
9 0 

i 
2 

3 

4 

5 

1 0 6  
P 

15 

16 

17 

I 

16 0 

amtext of the OVQljl relationship" Forum and thew sm 11 C.F.R 

-. .  .- 
. .  

.. 



. .  

HURs338 '.. 

e 
t7 :-. 0 .  

the House Republican leadership dcmonrtrrter I f& n l r l i d p  betwear the Forum, as an 

.- .. .I 



I .: 
A 

3 

- 4  

5 

13 

14 

1s 

16 

17- 

18 

19 

rD 
IV  

. .  

....... 
. .  
. I  



19 
2: .a 

. .  

.--. - 
. .  

. .  



20 

22 

23 
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Them arc no exceptions to Section 4 4 1  i(a)'s total bar on the mceipt of ndn-Fcdml funds by 

national party committeen on or afta November 6,'ivm if thai rdceipt is a rihnd, as in the 

- . .. 
. .  
. .  



21 

- 18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

mcmbas drrll um&t of thestrte commttm ' 
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npresartr that u ofthafdate'no iind decisions had becnmrde c o k i n g  what kind of 

many D S P O d d  d e ,  what activities it would engage in, or whether it woufd everbe 

explicit representrtiOnr that notwithstanding the pre-Novcmbcr 6 statements attributed to Mr. 

McAuliffe, it has yet to decide whether it will engage in activities that BCRA would prohibit if it 

wcrc found to be subject to 2 U.S.C. 0 441 i. Additionally, this pindins arf;wrxmint matter put 

DSPO on notice that Riring fimds may violate the Act. Viewed in light of d1 these 

circumstances, there is no indication that DSPO is about to vidate 2 U.S.C. 8 44fi(a). 
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Political Organization 

Notice of Section 527 Status 
o m  np m a . m a  

J. Randolph Evmne 
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6 Burlnoaa mddnam of orgmnlzatton [ H d h n t  horn mmlllng d d n a a  &own .bow). Numbmr, stmet, and morn or multo numbmr 

Clty or town. and LIP sod. 

Partii Purpose 

Part 111 Llst of All Related Entltles (see Instructions) 
I 

Part IV Llst of All OfRcen, Directors, and Hlghly Compensated Employees (see instructions) 
0. Namn lBbmk 1% Addtuis 1 
Sunan 8. Hlmchmrnn Prnldont 1155 218t StMOt, NW 

L. Willlnm Pam Vlco Pmsldont 1333 NW Hamprhiro A m u r .  NW 
Wnnhington, DC 20036 

Washington, DC 20056 
OI Julio Wadior Saartary-Tmnsunr 101 Hum Avonu. 
(\I Uoundrlm, VA 22301 
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION SCC819 

(05/02) 
ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION 

VIRGINIA NONSTOCK CORPORATION 

The undersigned, pursuant to Chapter 10 of Title 13-1 of the Code of Virginia, state(s) as follows: 

1. The name of the corporation is: The L=dera.hb F o r m  

2. The corporation intends to conduct the business of a nonfederal political organization. 
The natura of its business will be to engage in political activities on state and local 
levels and to engage in dialogue on issues of importance to all Americans. Unless 
expressly permitted by future amendments or revisions to the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971, 2 U.S.C. 5 431 et. seq. ("FECA"), the Bipartisan Campaign 
Reform Act of 2002 ( " B C W )  or Supreme Court authority, the corporation shall not 
purchase, create or participate in any broadcast or public communication which refers 
to a candidate for Federal office. The corporation further shall not engage in voter 
registration activity within 120 days of a regularly scheduled Federal election or engage 
in voter identification or "get out the vote" activities in connection with any election in 
which a candidate for Federal office appears on the ballot. 

The corporation shall not permit any employee of a Federal candidate or state, district 
or local committee of any political party to directly or indirectly establish, maintain, 
finance or control the corporation. The corporation shall not permit any employee of a 
Federal candidate or state, district or local committee of any poiiical party to be 
employed by, or provide services to, the corporation. The corporation shall not 
authorize candidates for Federal office, nor their actual agents, to solicit, receive, direct, 
transfer or spend funds of any kind for the hoporation. 

The corporation shall be authorized to create and maintain a separate building fund 
specifically designated to defray any cost for construction or purchase of office facilities 
and not for the purpose of influencing the election of any particular candidate for office. 

3. The corporation is to have no members. [ X J Mark this box, if applicable. 

The corporation i s o  have the following class(es) of members; 
OR 

4. The directors of the corporation shalt be elected or appointed as follows: 
Each director shall serve a three vear term with one third of the total number of all 
directors beinu UD for election in any aiven year. The directors UD for election shall be 
elected bv a mabritv vote of all directors not UD for election. In the event of a tie.& 
decidina vote shall be cast bv the President of the cornoration. 



. .> 

i 
I 5. A. The name of the corporation's initial registered agent is 

B. The initial registered agent is (mark appropriate box): 

Elizabeth N. Beacham 

(1) an individual who is a resident of Virginia and 
[ ] an initial director of the corporation. 
[X I  a member of the Virginia State Bar. 

OR 
[ ] a domestic or f z g n  stock or nonstock corporation, limited liability company. or 

registered limited liability partnership authorized to transact business in Virginia. 
(2) 

6. A. The corporation's initial registered Mice address, which is identical to the business office of the 
initial registered agent, is; 
4123 S. 38' Street, #B2 Arlinaton , VA 22206 

(numbedsw) (cltv or tm) (* -1 

B. The registered office is physically located in the [ ] city or X] county of Arlinaton 

7. The initial directors are: 

NAM E(S) ADDRESS( E$) 
L. William Paxon 

Susan Hirschman 

1333 New HamDshire Avenue. N.W. 
WashMon,.DC 20036 

11.55 21" Street. N.W. 
Suite 300 
Washinaton. D.C. 20036 

8. INCORPORATOR(S): 

Elizabeth N. Beacham 

I 

SIGNATURE(S) PRINTED -3) 

See Instructions on the reverse. 
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL - 
P h  use one form 451 each respondent 

MUR 5403 

NAME OF COUNSEL: J. Randolph Evans, Esq. / Stefan C. ]Passantino, Esq. 

suite 5300 

Atlanta,G~orgj.a 30308 .. . 

TELEPHONE:(404) 527-4000 

FAXi(404) 527-4198 

The above-named individual is b b y  designated as mycc~unscl and is 
authorized to iiom the 
Commission 

RESPOIWEhT’S NAME: The Leadership Forum 

A D D R E S S :  Williams & Jenson 

- 1155 21” Street, N.W. - Suite 300 

Washingi0n.D.C. 20036 P 

T€LEPHO?4E: HOME 

BUSMSS (202) 6595249 


